5
parties involved.
77
However, the increase in retractions, as is being documented to some extent at Retraction Watch, and 78 observed across some of the most powerful and profitable mainstream publishers, indicates that failure in 79 peer review and the current publishing model has been widespread (Teixeira da Silva and Dobránszki, 80 2015a; Teixeira da Silva, 2016b), causing reputational damage to authors, editors, journals and publishers 81 alike. Reducing the risk of erroneous literature would involve measures that should be implemented long 82 before the publication process during the development of an academic prior to the publication of their first 83 paper, such as rigorous reproducibility testing, the valorization of work based on its content and not on the 84 venue where it has been published, as well as a host of other measures and checks and balances that lie 85 beyond the scope of this paper, but some of which were discussed more extensively recently (Teixeira da
86
Silva and Shaughnessy, 2017). This paper assumes that such preventive measures were not taken, leading to 87 the publication of erroneous literature.
89

Current models to correct erroneous or fraudulent literature
90
An ideal literature would be error-free. However, since this is not possible, and is also likely not realistic 91 because authors make errors, because the peer review system is limited to screening by a very limited set of 92 eyes -when it is in fact conducted at all -that are not financially compensated for their professional activity
93
(Teixeira da Silva and Katavić, 2016), and because productivity and growth are not always compatible with 94 high quality, it requires astute readers and proactive PPPR participants to step forward to present these errors.
95
Even when evidence is presented, however, there is tremendous resistance to correcting the literature, even 6 among member journals and publishers that claim to follow COPE (Committee on P ublication Ethics) 97 editorial-and publishing-related ethical guidelines, which is reflective of an organization that has been 98 serving the interests of the for-profit publishing industry but has now been met with challenges it had not 99 anticipated, revealing COPE's limitations, weaknesses and lack of accountability (Teixeira da Silva, 2017c) .
100
This imbalance between what requires correction and what has not been corrected, either because of a lack of 101 transparency, a lapse in editorial or publisher responsibility, legal impasses, and a wealth of other factors,
102
makes it clearly apparent that it is currently much easier to publish than to correct the literature (Teixeira da
103
Silva, 2017d).
104
It is not helpful that retracted papers continue to be cited, indicating that the downstream processes 105 within academic publishing that are meant to circumvent such situations, i.e., the citation of invalid literature,
106
are failing, or are not robust enough to detect, and prevent the citation of, retracted literature (Teixeira da
107
Silva and Bornemann-Cimenti, 2017; Teixeira da Silva and Dobránszki, 2017a, 2017b, 2017c). It is therefore 108 not surprising to note that: a) the wording used to define four main categories of literature correction policies,
109
namely retractions, expressions of concern (EoCs), errata and corrigenda in almost 90% of 15 leading 110 science, technology and medicine (STM) publishers differ from the definitions provided by COPE; b) as 111 much as 61% deviation in both the wording and meaning of policies between these STM publishers exists
112
(Teixeira da Silva and Dobránszki, 2017a). It can therefore be concluded that as it currently stands, the 113 correction of the literature is ineffective because: a) there is variation in the will, desire and effort to correct 114 erroneous literature by authors, editors, journals and publishers, even among STM publishers that are COPE 115 members; b) the policies and notices that had, to a large extent, been drafted by COPE and then applied by 7 leading STM publishers, were incomplete and insufficiently robust to deal with many of the challenges 117 related to the age of whistle-blowing (PubPeer) and public shaming ( 
168
New and emergent models to corre ct the literature : outline and potential risks
169
The new models for correcting the literature that will be discussed in this paper relate primarily to 
195
The second case involves the retraction of a retraction in a Wiley journal 20 . In this case, the paper
196
(Namazi and Kulish, 2016) was retracted after Nanyang Technological University (NTU) in Singapore
197
requested the journal to pull it, indicating that proper ethical approval had not been obtained from NTU. The
198
first author refuted this claim, indicating that ethical approval had been obtained from a non-NTU institute.
199
The publisher retracted the retraction notice, but the case has yet to be completed. 
208
Moylan of BioMed Central, all industry insiders claiming to represent COPE in this reprint, put forth a
209
system in which amendments that are made would be classified as "insubstantial, substantial, and complete".
210
Although the idea that a paper can be updated real time is not a novel idea -the concept already exists for 211 books and preprints -it is the reasoning behind this new proposal that is alarming and of concern: 14 themselves have failed to correct their own paper. bioRxiv, which is aware of these issues, has also done 242 nothing to encourage the authors to address these errors and concerns, casting concerns about this preprint 243 server. In fact, several serious concerns about bioRxiv already exist 22 .
244
In some cases, "pervasive" errors may change the final conclusions, and in such cases Heckers et al.
245
(2015) suggest retracting and replacing the paper with a new version only if the authors are able to address 
274
There are some cases in which errors exist in a paper as a result of honest error, estimated to be about 
375
Conflicts of interest
377
The author has been critical of several of COPE's policies. The author has also openly challenged possible 
